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As part of WSIPP’s research approach to identifying evidence-based programs and policies, WSIPP
determines “what works” (and what does not work) to improve outcomes using an approach called
meta-analysis.  For detail on our methods, see our Technical Documentation.  At this time, WSIPP has
not yet calculated benefits and costs for this topic.

 
Program Description: Driving under the influence (DUI) courts are a therapeutic court typically for
offenders with a prior DUI conviction. Participants enter into a contract with the court and agree to
comply with treatment and supervision requirements. Non-compliance may resort in the imposition
of harsher sentences. DUI courts typically involve a team of stakeholders (e.g., participant, judge,
treatment provider, case manager, and supervising officer). While each DUI court is unique, most
courts share similar characteristics such as treatment; judicial monitoring; DUI education; abstaining
from alcohol; random breath or transdermal testing; incentives, rewards, and sanctions; and
progressive stages (e.g, less monitoring with compliance). DUI courts can vary in length. Studies in
this systematic review were typically 12 to 24 months in length.

 

 

 

 

Meta-Analysis of Program Effects
Outcomes measured No. of

effect
sizes

Treatment
N

Adjusted effect sizes and standard errors used in the benefit-
cost analysis

Unadjusted effect size
(random effects

model)First time ES is estimated Second time ES is estimated
ES SE Age ES SE Age ES p-value

Alcohol-related offenses 6 2424 -0.175 0.091 39 -0.175 0.091 49 -0.185 0.049

Meta-analysis is a statistical method to combine the results from separate studies on a program, policy, or topic in order to estimate its effect on an
outcome. WSIPP systematically evaluates all credible evaluations we can locate on each topic. The outcomes measured are the types of program impacts
that were measured in the research literature (for example, crime or educational attainment). Treatment N represents the total number of individuals or
units in the treatment group across the included studies.

An effect size (ES) is a standard metric that summarizes the degree to which a program or policy affects a measured outcome. If the effect size is positive,
the outcome increases. If the effect size is negative, the outcome decreases.

Adjusted effect sizes are used to calculate the benefits from our benefit cost model.  WSIPP may adjust effect sizes based on methodological characteristics
of the study. For example, we may adjust effect sizes when a study has a weak research design or when the program developer is involved in the research.
The magnitude of these adjustments varies depending on the topic area.

WSIPP may also adjust the second ES measurement. Research shows the magnitude of some effect sizes decrease over time. For those effect sizes, we
estimate outcome-based adjustments which we apply between the first time ES is estimated and the second time ES is estimated. We also report the
unadjusted effect size to show the effect sizes before any adjustments have been made. More details about these adjustments can be found in our
Technical Documentation.

Citations Used in the Meta-Analysis
Breckenridge, J.F., Winfree, L.T., Jr., Maupin, J.R., & Clason, D.L. (2000). Drunk drivers, DWI 'drug court' treatment , and recidivism: Who fails? Justice Research

and Policy, 2(1), 87.

Carey, S.M. Herrera Allen, T. & Einspruch, E. (2012). San Joaquin DUI monitoring court process and outcome evaluation, final report. NPC Research. Portland,
OR.

Cissner, A.B. (2009). The drug court model and persistent DWI: An evaluation of the Erie and Niagara DWI/Drug Courts. Center for Court Innovation. New
York, NY.

http://pgn-stage.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf
http://pgn-stage.wsipp.wa.gov/TechnicalDocumentation/WsippBenefitCostTechnicalDocumentation.pdf


Fell, J.C., Tippetts, AS., Langston, E.A, United States., & Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation. (2011). An evaluation of the three Georgia DUI courts.
Washington, D.C.: National Highway Traffic Safety  Administration.

Hiller, M., Saum, C., Taylor, L., Watson , C., Hayes, W, & Samuelson, B. (2009). Waukesha alcohol treatment court: Process and outcomes. Temple University,
Department of Criminal Justice. Philadelphia, PA

Jones, R.K., United States., United States., & Mid-America Research Institute. (2011). Evaluation of the dui court program in Maricopa County, Arizona.
Washington , D.C.: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.

MacDonald, J.M., Morral, A.R., Raymond, B., & Eibner, C. (2007). The efficacy of the Rio Hondo DUI court: A 2-year field experiment. Evaluation Review, 31(1),
4-23.

Taylor, E., Zold- Kilbourn, P., Carey, S.M., Fuller, B., & Kissick, K. (2008). Michigan DUI courts outcome evaluation. NPC Research. Lansing, MI: Michigan
Supreme Court State Court Administrative Office.

For further information, contact:
(360) 664-9800, institute@wsipp.wa.gov

Printed on 12-30-2016

Washington State Institute for Public Policy

The Washington State Legislature created the Washington State Insititute for Public Policy in 1983.  A Board of Directors-representing the legislature,
the governor, and public universities-governs WSIPP and guides the development of all activities.  WSIPP's mission is to carry out practical research,
at legislative direction, on issues of importance to Washington State.


